DISCUSSION
compensate for the nutritional deficit that would allegedly result from giving up meat and people, especially those in developing countries, who cannot fmd affordable nonmeat sources of protein would be excused if vegetarianism would cause them more suffering than is currently inflicted on the nonhuman animals that they eat.
However, contrary to Wellington's claim that such limitations on the argument for vegetarianism would be "somewhat arbitrary," they are perfectly compatible with a utilitarian approach. The most famous utilitarian vegetarian ofall, Peter Singer, concedes that his argument may not apply to Eskimos, whose only available source of protein is meat. 1 A consistent utilitarian must take into account all relevant consequences, and, while it may make the morality of meat eating more complex, it is not at all arbitrary to recognize crucial differences between men and women and between industrialized and developing countries. The fact that utilitarianism avoids blanket moral judgments that ignore vital distinctions between different cases is one of its great advantages as a moral theory.
A similar response applies to George's concern that the utilitarian argument for vegetarianism would brand women and inhabitants of developing countries as a "moral underclass" of people who are unable to fulfill the duty to be vegetarian. The key point is that utilitarianism would impose no such duty in the first place on any people for whom vegetarianism would be unduly burdensome, in that their sacrifices in refraining from eating meat would be greater than the harm currently caused by their meat eating. Hence neither women, poor people, nor inhabitants of developing countries would be condemned to being unable to fulfIll their moral duties, and the charge that the utilitarian argument for vegetarianism serves only "the most privileged class of humans" is unfounded.
So, even if George's empirical claims are supported by the evidence, they do not undermine the utilitarian case for vegetarianism. A utilitarian can consistently relativize the duty to refrain from eating meat to those on whom it would not impose an unfair burden. 
